
Summaryof U.S.Criminal CaseAgainstMarc Rich andPincusGreen

In 1980and1981,two Swisscompaniesassociatedwith Marc Rich andPincus
Greenengagedin a seriesof linked transactionsinvolving foreignanddomesticoil. These
transactions,whichalsoinvolvedmajorU.S.oil companies,occurredduring theperiod
whenthe UnitedStateswasstill regulatingenergypricesandwerenot unlikemany other
transactionswidelyengagedin duringthisperiod. In accordancewith the law and
following the adviceof competentcounsel,paymentsattributableto the offshoreaspectsof
the linked transactionswereproperlytreatedas exemptfrom U.S. taxesas well as U.S.
energypricecontrols,which wereshortly thereafterrepealed.

The U.S.Attorneyinvestigatingthematter,RudolphGiuliani, ambitiouslyturned
theproperreportingtreatmentof thesecomplexcorporatetransactions— essentiallya
routinecivil allocationdispute— into a highly politicized criminal tax andenergyfraud case
allegingthatdomesticoil revenueswere improperlydiverted offshore. Noneof the major
U.S.oil producers,however,which actuallywere theoneswho insistedon linking their
domesticoil saleswith offshoreforeignoil transactions,was evercriminally prosecuted.

The indictmentalsoincludeschargesbroughtunder RICO, a punitive andmuch-
criticizedstatutedesignedto combatorganizedcrime,leadingto the impositionof
restraintsanda severedisruptionof businessactivity. This was the first useof RICO in a
taxcase,apracticewhich the U.S.Governmentitself hassincerecognizedto be
inappropriateandhasabandoned.As part of a destructivepublicity campaign,
inflammatoryaccusationsof illegally tradingwith Iranwerefurther leveled,but this charge
was challengedby the companiesanddroppedagainstthem.

The caseachievedparticularnotorietyin 1983,when theUS. Government
demanded,in contraventionof Swisslaw, copiesof documentslocatedin Switzerland.
EventhoughtheUnitedStatesandSwitzerlandhadrecentlyagreedto proceduresfor such
internationalrequests,theUnitedStatesrefusedrepeatedpleasby the SwissGovernmentto
follow theseproceduresandimposedheavyfines on the companies.

Threatenedwith the collapseof the entirecompany,evenbeforetrial, and
overwhelmedby ruinous publicity, the companieswereforced to pleadguilty in orderto
survive. Finestotallingnearly $200million werepaid,andan enormousamountof
businesswas lost as a resultof beingimproperlyaccusedof racketeering.

Shortly afterthe conclusionof the caseagainstthe companiesin 1984,the
Departmentof Energyitself reachedconclusionssupportingthemannerin which the
challengedtransactionswereoriginally reported. Moreover,two of the country’sleading
tax expertshaveindependentlyconfirmedthe correctnessof the tax reportingof the
transactions.Nevertheless,counselfor Messrs.Rich andGreenhaverepeatedlybeen
deniedtheopportunityto demonstrateconclusivelyto the prosecutorsthat noneof the
chargeshavemerit. In light of this impasseandtheseriousconsequencesalreadysuffered,
a Presidentialpardonof thesetwo menis requestedin the interestsof justice andfinally to
bring this nearlytwenty-yearold caseto a close.
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March 6, 1984

Honorable Shirley Wohl Kram
United States District Judge
United States Courthouse
Foley Square
New York, New York 10007

Re: United States v Marc Rich, et al.
83 Cr. 579 (SWE)

Dear Judge Kram:

Enclosed herewith please find a superseding indictment
returned late yesterday in the above referenced matter. None of
the modifications requires additional discovery or calls for
additional motions. On the contrary, we believe that the changes
will facilitate and expedite the disposition of the defendants’
motions and the trial of this matter. ‘To assist your review of
this superseding indictment, we have provided a detailed suir~tary
of the changes that have been made:

1. The structure of the Indictment. The Indictment
has been reorganized so that the mail and wire fraud schemes to
defraud the IRS and the Department of Energy (0DOE~) are now
alleged first, followed by the statutory RICO charges to which
they give rise.

Count One of the original Indictment, charging RICO
conspiracy, had set forth the various schemes to defraud which
served as the predicate acts underlying the RICO conspiracy and
substantive counts. In the original Indictment, those allegations
were realleged in Count Two, the substantive RICO count and then
again in the substantive fraud scheme counts: Five through
Twenty-four (IRS fraud); Twenty—five through Twenty-eight (DOE
fraud) and Twenty—nine through Forty—three (Iranian fraud).

The superseding Indictment simplifies the structure of
the charges and reduces the amount of repetition by simply
charging the various mail and wire fraud predicates first and
then following them with the RICO sub5tantive and RICO conspiracy
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counts. Thus, the superseding Indictment charges, in Counts One
through Twenty—three, the scheme to defraud the IRS.
(The allegations in paragraphs 1—23 are substantially the same as

those in paragraphs 12—25 and 40—42 of the original indictment
with the addition of three specific counts discussed below.)
Next, the superseding Indictment charges the scheme to defraud
the DOE, in counts Twenty-four through Thirty-eight. (Paragraphs
24—27 are substantially the same as paragraphs 26, 27, and 43—45
of the original Indictment, with the addition of eleven specific
mail fraud counts discussed below.)

Because, as discussed below, the Iranian fraud scheme
predicates have been removed from the RICO counts, the superseding
Indictment proceeds next to the RICO substantive count, Count
Thirty-nine. (The allegations in this count are substantially
the same as those as charged in paragraphs 7, 11 and 30 through
32 of the original Indictment.) Next, the supersedlnq indictment
charges a RICO conspiracy, in Count Forty. (This is substantially
the same as paragraphs 9 and 10 of the original indictment.)
Count Forty is followed by the forfeitures section, paragraphs
37-41 which are identical to paragraphs 33 through 37 of the
original indictment. Next, the superseding Indictment charges
two counts of tax evasion, Counts Forty-one and Forty-two, which
are identical to Counts Three ~nd Four ‘of the original indictment.

2. The scheme to defraud the Treasury re: Iran.
AG and International have now been eliminated as defendants in
the counts charging the scheme to defraud the Treasury Department
with respect to Iranian transactions. The primary~focus of those
counts has alwavs~be~~the activities of -~m~ri~n ind~i~idua1s

,

M~~cRi~h and Pincu~ tr~n. Indeed, Counts Forty-three through~~
F~.fty—one of the original indictment charge only those two
defendants with respect to the actual transactions done with
Iran. Given the fugitivity of the defendants Rich and Green, the
Government has confined the Iranian fraud scheme counts, now
Forty—three through Fifty-seven, to the individuals, eliminating
the corporations as defendants in those counts. The elimination

,~of AG and Internati~~l as defendants in these counts shoul~~1so
~n~min’ate all challenges to the original Indictment based on
~\their previous inclusion in those counts.

3. The RICO counts. Because the scheme to defraud
the Treasury Department with respect to Iranian transactions no
longer charges the defendants that have appeared for tri.al, that
fraud scheme has been removed as a predicate for the RICO counts
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of the superseding indictment. The removal of that fraud as a
RICO predicate will have the collateral consequence of eliminating
the concern expressed by the defendant Meltzer with respect to
prosecution for RICO violations predicated in part on a scheme
with which he was not charged.

4. The additional wire fraud counts. The superseding
Indictment adds three new wire fraud counts concerning telefaxes
transmitted on or about February 1, 9 and 10, 1981, allegedly in
furtherance of the scheme to defraud the IRS. These three
counts, Seven, Eight and Nine, (S. md. at 20) simply refer to
telefaxes of various notes concerning the West Texas Marketing
pot, and relate to facts fully described in the original Indictment.
These added counts do not alter the theory of the fraud, its
scope, or the proof anticipated at trial. Discovery has already
been made with respect to these counts.

5. The additional mail fraud counts. The superseding
Indictment adds eleven new counts of mail fraud to the scheme to
defraud the DOE. These new counts, Twenty—seven through Thirty-eight,
refer to allegedly inflated invoices mailed by West Texas Marketing
and Listo to International in furtherance of the alleged DOE
fraud. These counts relate directly to the allegations in
Paragraphs22(d) and 22(1) of the superseding Indictment which
are the same as those in Paragraphs 25td) and 25(1) of the
original indictment. Thus, these new counts do not alter the
theory or proof of this case and have already been the subject of
discovery provided to the defendants.

6. The DOE regulations. The background discussion
of the DOE regulations which now appears in paragraphs 12 through
21 has been expanded to clarify the relationship between maximum
lawful selling price controls imposed on oil the first time it
was sold in the United States market and the subsequent limitation
on prices achieved through the permissible average markup. (See
particularly S. Ind. ¶ 19).

7. The daisy chain allegations. The allegations
concerning International’s role as the original reseller into
daisy chains, now alleged in Paragraph 18, have been revised to
eliminate all references to illegality and to clarify the fact
that the defendants are not being charged with crimes relating
to mis-certification of crude oil. As the defendants have noted,
allegations such as those which have been retained, do not
themselves allege any illegality.
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8. The purported sale of International. The description
of International which appears in paragraph 5 of both the original
and superseding Indictments has been expanded to describe the
purported sale of International and the resulting change in the
name by which it is now known.

9. The absence of Rich and Green. The fact that
Marc Rich and Pincus Green have left the lurisdiction and have
not returned is alleged in the last sentences of paragraphs 1
and 2 of the new indictment, respectively.

10. Typographical errors, such as the omission of the
defendant Meltzer’s name from the list of defendants in the first
four predicate acts under the heading II. The Scheme to Defraud
the DOE, in the RICO count (S. md. at p. 31-32) , have been
corrected.

We would appreciate your arraigning the defendants on
the superseding Indictment at the Court’s earliest convenience.

Respectfully submitted,

RUDOLPH W. GIULIANI

United States Attorney

By:_______
MARTIN J. P~&3ERBACH
Assistant ~nited States Attorney
Telephone:’ (212) 781—0043

cc: Peter Zimroth, Esq.
Peter Fleming, Esq.
Andrew Lawler, Esq.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERNDISTRICT OP NEW YORK

x

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
4.

- v - INDICTMENT

MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, S 83 Cr. 579 (SWR)
CLYDE MELTZER, MARC RICE + CO.,
A.G., and MARCRICH + CO.
INTERNATIONAL, LTD., now known as
UClarendon Ltd.

Defendants.

x

COUNTS ONE THROUGHTWENTY-THREE

THE SCHEMETO DEFRAUD THE IRS

The Grand Jury charges:

Introduction

At all times relevant to this Indictment, except as

otherwise indicated:

1. The c~efendant MARC RICH is a United States citizen

and a principal shareholder and Chairman of the Board of

Directors of the defendant MARC RICH + CO., A.G. (RAGW), and

Chairman of the defendant MARC RICH + CO. INTERNATIONAL, LTD.

now known as Clarendon Ltd., (~INTERNATIONAIP~). In or about

the summer of 1983, the defendant MARC RICH left the United

States and has not returned.

2. The defendant PINCUS GREEN is a United States

citizen and a principal shareholder and member of the Board of

Directors of the defendant AG, and President of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL. In or about the summer of 1983, the defendant

PINCUS GREEN, left the United States and has not returned.
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3. The defendant CLYDE MELTZER is a United States

citizen and vice—president in charge of crude oil trading for

Listo Petroleum, Houston, Texas. In or about late summer 1982,

the defendant CLYDE MELTZER was hired as a crude oil trader by

the defendant INTERNATIONAL.

4. The defendant AG is a Swiss corporation which is

engaged in the worldwide business of trading commodities, including

crude oil, and transacts and does business in the United States.

The defendant AG does not file United States corporate income

tax returns.

5. The defendant INTERNATIONAL is a wholly—owned

Swiss subsidiary of the defendant AG, which is in the business of

trading commodities, including crude oil, in the United States.

The defendant INTERNATIONAL has its principal offices in New York

City and in Zug, Switzerland. The defendant INTERNATIONAL files

United States corpowate income tax returns. During 1980 and

1981, revenues generated by the defendant INTERNATIONAL from

crude oil trading constituted the principal part of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL’s reportable income in the United States for

corporate income tax purposes. As a reseller and trader of crude

oil in the United States, defendant INTERNATIONAL was also

subject to the oil price control rules arid regulations

adxrinistered by the Department of Energy as set forth in

Par~.igraphs 12 through 21 below. In or about July 1983, the

defendant AG purported to sell the defendant INTERNATIONAL to

all shareholders of the defendant AG except the defendants MARC

—2—
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RICH and PINCUS GREEN, who remain the principal shareholders of

the defendant AG. As a result of the purported sale, the name

of the defendant INTERNATIONAL was changed to Clarendon Ltd.

6. Rescor, Inc. (uRescorN) and Highams Consultants

(‘Highams~) are wholly—owned Panamanian subsidiaries of the

defendant AG engaged in the business of trading crude oil.

Rescor and Highams do not maintain separate sets of books and

records from the defendant AG.

The Scheme to Defraud

7. From in or about January 1980, up to and including

the date of the filing of this Indictment, in the Southern Dis-

trict of New York and elsewhere, MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE

MELTZER, AG, and INTERNATIONAL, the defendants, together with

others known and unknown to the Grand Jury (“co—schemers~), unlaw-

fully, wilfully and knowingly would and did devise and intend to

devise a scheme and ‘artifice ~o defraud the United States and an

agency thereof, to wit, the Internal Revenue Service, in its

lawful governmental function of administering and overseeing the

collection of taxes in the United States, and to obtain money and

property by false and fraudulent pretenses, representations and

promises. The defendants engaged in this scheme as part of a

pattern of racketeering activity in which they concealed in

excess of $100 n.illion in taxable income of the defendant

INTERNATOINAL, most of which income was illegally generated

—3—
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through the defendants’ violations of federal energy laws and

regulations. This scheme, and pattern of racketeering activity,

enabled to defendant INTERNATIONAL to evade in excess of $48

million in United States taxes for the 1980 and 1981 tax years.

8. It was part of said scheme and artifice to defraud

the IRS that the defendants MARC RICH and PINCUS GREEN would and

did cause third party companies, to wit, West Texas Marketing

(0WTW), Abilene, Texas, and Listo Petroleum (~Listo”), Houston,

Texas, with the aid of the defendant CLYDE MELTZER, to conduct

business for and on behalf of the defendant INTERNATIONAL arid to

conceal approximately $71. million in domestic profits belonging

to the defendant INTERNATIONAL by making it appear that such

profits had in fact been earned by WTMand Listo rather than by

the defendant INTERNATIONAL.

9. It was further part of said scheme and artifice to

defraud the IRS that the $71 million in domestic profits of the

defendant INTERNATIONAL being concealed and held by WTMand Listo

would be and were moved by wire transfers to foreign bank

accounts of the defendant AG and its wholly-owned subsidiaries

Rescc~r and Highams through a series of sham transactions

involving foreign crude oil, in which WTMand Listo purportedly

~1ost~ to the defendant AG amounts equivalent to the concealed

profits actually belonging to the defendant INTERNATIONAL.

a
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10. It was further part of said schemeand artifice to

defraud the IRS that the defendants and their co—schemers would

and did create in excess of $31 million in fraudulent deductions

for the defendant INTERNATIONAL by fabricating transactions be-

tween the defendants AG and INTERNATIONAL relating to offshore

oil deals between the defendant AG and Charter Oil Company Baha-

mas. As a result of these sham transactions, over $31 million in

taxable income was diverted from the defendant INTERNATIONAL off-

shore to the defendant AG.

11. It was a further part of said schemeand artifice

to defraud the IRS that the defendants and their co—schemers

would and did create $2,716,510.00 in fraudulent deductions for

the defendant INTERNATIONAL by fabricetirig a transaction between

the defendant INTERNATIONAL and Rescor involving the purchase of

foreign crude oil by Rescor. As a result of this sham

transaction, $2,716,’SlO.OO in taxable income was diverted from

the defendant INTERNATIONAL offshore to the defendant AG through

Rescor.

Background: Oil Price Control Regulations

12. The Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act (EPAA) of

1973, Title 15, United States Code, Section 751, et ~ and the

regulations promulgated thereunder (the ~regulations”), provided

for price controls and mandatory allocatior. of all crude oil

produced in or imported into the United States.

—5—
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13. Under various of the regulations, the United

States, through the Department of Energy (~DOE~),limited the

prices that could be charged for domestic crude oil. Under the

regulations, the permissible price was different for different

regulatory categories of crude oil.

14. The regulatory categories of crude oil were *oldw

(also called *louer tier*), new (also called eupper tiere) and

stripper.~ Crude oil was categorized or labelled eold,u enewe,

or estrippere depending on the history or the level of production

of the well from which the oil came. Crude oil coming from a

well at or below a designated 1972 level of production was

labelled colde; ~riew” oil referred to crude oil discovered since

1973 or oil obtained from existing wells in excess of the 1912

level of production; estripperø oil referred to crude oil

produced from a well whose average daily production was less then

ten barrels. These.categories (or labels) corresponded to price

control categories and were not based on any physical or chemical

characteristics of the oil. Since the oil was physically identi-

cal, oftentimes a quantity of domestic crude oil contained compo-

nents of old oil, new oil and stripper. A barrel of domestic

crude oil with a new oil or old oil component was referred to as

a econtrolled barrel.e Stripper oil was referred to as

“uncontrolled.”

—6—
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15. Old oil (lower tier) had the lowest maximum lawful

selling price. New oil (upper tier) had a higher maximum lawful

selling price than old oil. Stripper oil was exempt from price

controls and could be sold at the world market price which was

far ~n excess of the prices for old and new oil. Depending on

the type of crude oil, a stripper barrel would at relevant times

sell for in excess of $20 more than a lower tier barrel and $15

more than an upper tier barrel of like quality.

16. Under the regulations, an entity which purchased

and resold crude oil without substantially changing its form by

refining, processing or other means was defined as a crude oil

reseller The defendant INTERNATIONAL was a crude oil “reseller”

under the regulations

17 Every seller or reseller of a volume of domestic

crude oil was requ~redby the regulations to certify in writing

to the purchaser th4 respective amounts and prices of old oil,

new oil, arid stripper oil contained in the crude oil being sold

The DOE periodically audited and reviewed the records of sellers

and purchasers of crude oil, which records were required to be

kept by law, to determine compliance with the regulations.

18 During the period of price controls, in order to

evade the regulations and produce huge profits, controlled oil

was on occasion sold through a series of oil resellers known in

the crude oil industry as a “daisy chain “ The defendant

INTERNATIONAL frequently participated as the original reseller of

controlled oil into a “daisy chain The “daisy chain” was

—7—
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September 1, 1980, the DOE established a permissible average

markup of 20C per barrel for a reseller such as the defendant

INTERNATIONAL. In the event that a reseller’s actual average

markup, computed on a monthly basis, exceeded its PAM, the excess

profits were illegal.

20. Resellers were required on a monthly basis to

submit forms ERA—69 to the DOE setting forth their actual average

markup per barrel for crude oil sales. On the ERA—69, resellers

were required to set forth the dollar amount of any PAM

overcharges in order that the overcharges could be imxnediately

refunded to customers.

21. The defendant INTERNATIONAL was a reseller subject

to the 20~per barrel PAM and was reqtkired to file forms EP.A-69

on a monthly basis.

Methods and Means

22. Ainon~ the methods and means employed by the

defendants MARC RICB, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MZLTZER, AG and

INTERNATIONAL and their co—schemers to effectuate the scheme to

defraud the IRS, were the following:

The West Texas Marketing “Pot”

(a) Prior to September 1980 and the imposition

of the 20~ per barrel PAM, the defendants MARC RICN and PINCUS

GREEN for the defendant INTERNATIONAL would and did transact

numerous “daisy chain” crude oil deals with West Texas Marketing

(“WTM”), a crude oil reseller in Abilene, Texas.

—9—
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In those “daisy chain” deals, WTMwould and did purchase from the

defendant INTERNATIONAL domestic controlled oil upon WTM’s

agreement to sell back to the defendant INTERNATIONAL, after

passage through a ‘daisy chain,’ an equal quantity of stripper

oil. (uncontrolled) at a substantial discount from the world

market price. The defendant INTERNATIONAL then sold that

discounted ‘stripper oil to third parties for huge profits.

Prior to September 1980, the substantial profits from these

transactions were recorded on the books and records of the

defendant INTERNATIONAL.

(b) The defendantsMARC RIC~1and PINCUS GREEN

agreed with the principals of WTM that beginning in September

1980, when the defendant INTERNATIONAL was limited by law to a

20~ per barrel PAM, WTMwould alter its “daisy chain’ transactions

with the defendant INTERNATIONAL so that the huge profits of the

defendant INTERNATIGNAL from these crude oil transactions would

be retained for it by WTM, rather than being reflected on the

books and records of the defendant INTERNATIONAL as before. In

these post—September 1, 1980 transactions, WTMwould and did

continue to buy controlled barrels from the defendant INTERNATIONAL

at the controlled price and would and did agree to produce for

the defendant INTERNATIONAL an equal nux~ber of stripper barrels

at a price substantially below the market value. However, rather

than sell the~e cheap stripper barrels back to the defendant

INTERNATIONAL at the lower price as previously, W’lM agreed

— 10 —



M..IA:mj
MC—0013/1B *

ostensibly to sell the stripper barrels to the defendant

INTERNATIONAL, or to third party companies designated by the

defendant INTERNATIONAL, at the higher market price. Prom these

deals, WTMpurportedly reflected huge profits on its books, which

profits were referred to as the ‘pot.’

(C) The defendants MARCRICH and PINCUS GREEN and the

principals of WTMfurther agreed that the huge profits in the

‘pot’ belonged to the defendant INTERNATIONAL and would be

retained by WTM in its bank accounts for the defendant

INTERNATIONAL.

(d) To further conceal the scheme, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did cause WTM to prepare and mail

invoices to the defendant INTERNATIONAL which falsely indicated

that WTM had sold the stripper barrels to the defendant

INTERNATIONAL at the high world market price, when in truth and

in fact the defenda~it INTERNATIONAL was paying a far lower price

upon WTM’s agreement secretly to kickback to the defendants the

huge profits held by WTM for the defendant INTERNATIONAL in the

‘pot’.

(e) The monies in the ‘pot’ were periodically moved

out of the United States at the instance of the defendants MARC

RICH and PINCUS GREEN, for the defendant INTERNATIONAL, to foreign

bank accounts of the defenc~ant AG and its foreign subsidiaries

Rescor and Highams through sham transactions, wherein WTMwould

— 11 —
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incur pre—arranged ‘losses’ to the defendant AG and its foreign

subsidiaries. For example, in many of these transactions the

defendant AG would purportedly sell a cargo of foreign crude oil

to WTM, and then WTMwould ostensibly sell the same oil back on

the same day to Rescor, the defendant AG’S subsidiary, for $3 per

barrel less than WTMhad paid for it. The $3 per barrel more

which WTMpaid AG, over the amount WTMreceived from Rescor, came

out of the ‘pot.” These transactions were a sham in that they

were utilized by the defendants solely to remove monies from the

‘pot’ and move the profits offshore. The defendants paid WTMa

small fee per barrel to engage in these sham loss transactions.

(f) On or about April 30, 1981, the defendant MARC

RICH and others met in New York, New york with representatives

of WTM to discuss the amount remaining in the WTM“pot’. The

defendant MARC RICE and the principals of WTM agreed on a

compromise ‘pot’ am~unt of $1,215,000.00 and as a result of the

meeting, the $1,215,000.00 from the ‘pot” was moved out of the

United States to the defendant AG through a sham foreign loss

transaction involving AG’s subsidiary Highams.

(g) From in or about October 1980, through May 1981,

the defendants moved and caused to be moved in excess of $23

million of the defendant INTERNATIONAL’s income offshore to the

defendant AG and its foreign subsidiaries from the WTM “pot”.

(h) For the purpose of executing the scheme and artifice

to defraud and attempting to do so, the defendants and their co—

schemers would and did transmit, and cause to be transmitted,

— 12 —
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telefaxes, and wire transfers of monies from the ‘pot” sent by

WTM from the United States to foreign bank accounts of the

defendant AG and its subsidiary Highams resulting from transac-

tions involving oil tankers, as set forth below in Counts 1

through 9 hereinbelow.

The Listo ‘Pot’

(i) In and around September 1980, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did agree with Listo Petroleum

Corporation (‘Listo’), a crude oil reseller in Houston, Texas, to

a scheme which was essentially a duplicate of the WTM scheme set

forth above, in order to conceal additional profits of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL from sales of domestic crude oil by retaining the

defendant INTERNATIONAL’S profits on the books and records of

Listo. Just as with the WTM scheme, the defendants and their

co—schemers referred to these monies as the ‘pot.” As with the

WTMscheme, these h~ge profits were moved from the books of Listo

offshore to foreign bank accounts of defendant AG and its foreign

subsidiaries through a series of sham foreign loss transactions

wherein Listo would incur pre—arranged “losses” to the defendant

AG and its foreign subsidiary Rescor on the purchase and sale of

foreign crude oil. Also as with the WTMscheme, these transactions

included deals in which Listo would buy crude oil from the defend-

ant AG and then immediately resell the same oil back to Rescor,

paying AG $3 more per barrel. than Listo received from Rescor. As

with the W’rM scheme, this sham loss of $3 per barrel. was paid out

of the “pot”.

— 13 —
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(j) In or about August 1980, the defendants MARC RICH

and PINCUS GREENon behalf of the defendant INTERNATIONAL, nego-

tiated with representatives of Atlantic Richfield Company

(‘Arco’) to purchase controlled barrels of a particular type of

domestic crude oil. known as Alaskan North Slope (‘ANS”) oil.

After a series of negotiations, the defendants MARCRICH and

PINCUS GREEN for the defendant INTERNATIONAL agreed to purchase

from Arco approximately 18 million ANS controlled barrels to be

delivered in 1980 and 1981. The defendants MARC RICH and PINCUS

GREEN subsequently informed Arco that Listo, rather than the de-

fendant INTERNATIONAL, would be the contracting party with Arco

on the deal. The ANS barrels from the Arco deal comprised the

majority of barrels from which “pot’ monies were collected for

the defendant INTERNATIONAL on the books of Listo.

(k) As with the W’rM scheme, the defendant CLYDE MELTZER

for Listo agreed to .acquire for the defendant INTERNATIONAL strip-

per ANS barrels at prices far-below the world market price. As

with the WTMscheme, Listo agreed to sell the stripper ANS bar-

rels to the defendant INTERNATIONAL ostensibly at the higher mar-

)cet price, thereby purportedly reflecting huge profits on Listo’s

books.

(1) To further conceal. the scheme, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did cause Listo to prepare and mail

invoices to the defendant INTERNATIONAL which falsely indicated

that Listo had sold the stripper barrels at the high world market
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price, when in truth and in fact the defendant INTERNATIONAL was

paying a far lower price upon Listo’s agreement to secretly kick-

back to the defendants the huge profits kept by Listo for the

defendant INTERNATIONAL in the ‘pot.’

(m) In 1980 and 1981, the defendants moved and

caused to be moved in excess of $47 million of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL’s income offshore to the defendant AG from the

Listo ‘pot’.

(n) The defendants MARC RICR and PINCUS GREEN regularly

met in New York with the defendant CLYDE MELTZER to discuss the

Listo ‘pot’. At these meetings, the defendant CLYDE MELTZER would

give the defendants MARCRICH and PINCUS GREEN records accounting

for monies currently in the ‘pot’.

(0) For the purpose of executing the scheme and artifice

to defraud and attempting to do so, the defendants and their cc—

schemers would and did transmit, and cause to be transmitted, wire

transfers of monies from the “pot’ sent by Listo from the United

States to foreign bank accounts of the defendant AG resulting

from transactions involving oil tankers, as set forth in Counts

10 through 20 hereinbelow.

The Charter False Deductions

(p) In and around May 1980, the defendants and their

co—schemers entered into a transaction with Charter Crude Oil

Company (“Charter”) wherein Charter agreed to sell the defendant

INTERNATIONAL domestic controlled barrels and the defendant AG

agreed to sell Charter’s Bahamian subsidiary foreign crude oil at

substantial discounts from the world market price. The transaction
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called for the delivery of controlled barrels to the defendant

INTERNATIONAL and the delivery of foreign barrels from the

defendant AG to Charter’s Bahamian subsidiary on a monthly basis

from June 1980, through at least December 1980. The vast majority

of the controlled barrels delivered by Charter to the defendant

INTERNATIONAL were sold by the defendants to WTMin ‘daisy chain’

transactions, and the defendant INTERNATIONAL realized

substantial. profits.

(q) Subsequently, in or about late summer 1980, the

defendants prepared fraudulent invoices in order illegally to

transfer much of the defendant INTERNATIONAL’s profits from these

transactions offshore to the defendant AG. The defendant AG

invoiced the defendant INTERNATIONAL for $31,106,273.08, charging

the defendant INTERNATIONAL for the difference between the

discounted price (the price that the defendant AG had sold the

foreign crude oil t3 Charter’s Bahamian subsidiary) and the

purported world market price for the crude oil. These false and

fraudulent invoices and the subsequent entries on the defendant

INTERNATONAL’s books falsely purported that the defendant

INTERNATIONAL had purchased the foreign crude oil from the

defendant AG at its ‘fair market value” and subsequently sold the

foreign crude oil to Charter’s Bahamian subsidiary at a

substantial discount, when in truth and in fact the defendant

INTERNATIONAL had never purchased the foreign crude oil from the

defendant AG or sold it to Charter’s subsidiary. The defendant
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MARC RICH instructed the comptroller for the defendant

INTERNATIONAL to notify his counterpart at the defendant AG in

Zug, Switzerland, to prepare these fraudulent invoices. As a

result, the defendant INTERNATIONAL fraudulently reduced the

amount of the defendant INTERNATIONAL’s taxable income for 1980

by $31,106,273.08 and transferred most of that sum offshore to

the defendant AG.

(r) In and around September 1980, in order to make the

invoices further appear as if there had been an actual. contract

between the defendant AG and the defendant INTERNATIONAL, the

defendant AG sent the defendant INTERNATIONAL new invoices which

read “contract price” rather than ‘fair market value.’ The old

invoices were destroyed and the new irwoices were placed in the

defendant INTERNATIONAL’s records.

(s) For the purpose of executing the scheme and

artifice to defraud sand attempting to do so, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did transmit, and cause to be transmit-

ted, wire transfers of monies sent by the defendant INTERNATIONAL

from the United States to foreign bank accounts of the defendant

AG resulting from transactions involving oil tankers, as set forth

below in Counts 21 and 22 hereinbelow.

The Arco False Deduction

(tr In or about the Fall of 1980, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did cause a fraudulent invoice to

be prepared wherein Reseor invoiced the defendant INTERNATIONAL

for $2,716,510.00. This invoice concerned a non—existentcontract
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between Rescor and the defendant INTERNATIONAL concerning the

sale of foreign crude oil to Rescor by the defendant INTERNATIONAL.

The fraudulent invoice made it appear that the defendant

INTERNATIONAL had a contract with Rescor to sell it foreign crude

oil. The fraudulent invoice made it further appear that the de-

fendant INTERNATIONAL had failed to provide the oil under this

purported contract and that consequently Reseor had had to pur-

chase a similar quantity of oil from Arco at five dollars per

barrel above the purported contract price between Rescor and the

defendant INTERNATIONAL. As a result, the defendants fraudulent-

ly reduced the amount of the defendant INTERNATIONAL’s taxable

income for 1980 by $2,716,510.00 and transferred that sum of f—

shore to the defendant AG.

(u) Just as with the fraudulent Charter invoices, the

defendant MARCRICH instructed the comptro2 1cr of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL to noftfy his counterpart at the defendant AG in

Zuc, Switzerland to prepare this fraudulent invoice for P.escor to

be delivered to the defendant INTERNATIONAL.

(v) For the purpose of executing the scheme and

artifice to defraud and attempting to do so, the defendants and

their co—schemers would and did transmit, and cause to be

transmitted, a wire transfer from the defendant INTERNATIONAL to

Rescor for a shipment on- the oil tanker ‘Wind Escort,” as set

forth in Count 23 hereinbelow.
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wire transfer to JiG
of $12,507,818.40
(inc1~ing $1,786,831.00
fran the pot) by WiN:
“Arctic Star” *

wire transfer to AG
of $4,050,000.00 by
WIN fran the “pot”:
morse King’

wire transfer to AG
of $5,384,217.00 by
WIN fran the “pot”:
“Olyn~ic Bcx~d”

wire transfer to AG
of $5,000,000.00
by WIN frau the ‘pot’:
“Nia ~cco Piaggio” and
‘ckir~shi~ Haru’

wire transfer to PG
of $1,199,974.00by
WIN fran the “pot’:
“Okinoshima Maru’

Rich, Green,
AG and International

Rich, Green,
AG and International

Rich, Green,
AG and International

Rich, Green,
AG and International

MJA:mj
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Jurisdictional Allegations

23. For the purposes of executing the scheme and

artifice to defraud the DOE and attempting to do so, on or about

the dates set forth below, the defendants MARC RICH, PINCUS

GREEN, CLYDE MZLTZER, AG, and INTERNATIONAL unlawfully, wilfully

and knowingly, did transmit and cause to be transmitted by means

of wire, radio and television communication, in interstate and

foreign commerce, certain telexes, telefaxes and cable and wire

transfers of monies, all as more particularly set forth in

Counts 1 through 23 herein below:

CcU~7I’ WIRE C~t4VNICP2’IQ.~ _____________________

Rich, Green,
AG and International

1

2

3

4

5

PPP~C~tDATE CF

WIRE CQ4INICATICN

WIN ‘!~~“

~toher 21, 1980

Otober 23, 1980

January 5, 1981

January 30, 1981

February 9, 1981
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CQR~ WIPE CatVNICATI~
APP~D~TEDPTE CF
WERECa*I.vNICA2’Ic~J

6 wire transfer to PG
of $5,141,709.00 by
WIN frau the ‘pot’:
‘ Maersk’

February 23, 1981 Rich, Green,
PG and International

7 telefaxes of handwritten
r~tes re WIN pot frau
Intaznati~,a1 to WIN

February 1, 1981 Rich, Green
PG and
IntezT~ationa1

8 telefax of t)’~written
su~~arj re WIN pot frau
WIN to Internati~,al

February 9, 1981 Rich, Green,
AG and
Internati~j

9 telefax of typewritten
sum~xyre WIN pot frau
International to WIN

February 10, 1981 Rich, Green,
PGaM
Intez,tati~al

wire transfer to AG
of $32,950,790.78
(including $4,131,620.24
fran the pot) by
Listo: “~ntessa”

11 wire transf~.r to PG
of $4,259,844.00 !~y
Listo frau the “pot’:
“ Universe ~cplorer’

wire transfer to AG
of $18,605,470.63
(including $2,241,743.45
frau the “pot”) by
Listo: “Alnair II’

wire transfer to PG
of $19,946,906.84
(including $2,266,694.30
fran the “pot’) by
Listo: “Iauyra”

Listo “Pot’

P.ich, Green, Meltzer,
JiG, and International

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
JiG, and International

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG, and International

Rich, Green, ~1tzer,
AG, and International

14 wire transfer to PG
of $5,291,409.80 by
Listo fran the “pot’:
“Arctic Star”

January 27, 1981 Rich, Green, Meltzer,
P~,and International

10

12

13

De~rber 5, 1980

~~xiher 15, 1980

~ 23, 1980

~ 31, 1980
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ca~r WIRE CQ+VNICATIQJ

15 wire transfer to PG
of $3,349,660.34 by
Listo fran the “pot’:
‘Icnian Ca~niander’

APP~~TEDATE CF

WIRE CQV~’TICATI~

January30, 1981 Rich, Greex~,Maltzer,
JiG, and International

16 wire transfer to PG
of $1,873,584.45 by
Listo fr~~the ‘pot”:
‘Jeci’

February2, 1981 Rich, Gr~, Maltzer,
JiG, and International

17 wire transfer to PG
of $6,396,202.22 by
Listo fran the ‘pot’:
‘Xeiyoh Maru’

February11, 1981 Rich, Green, Meltzer,
JiG, and International

18 wire transfer to AG
of $5,315,478.50 by
Listo fran the ‘pot’:
‘White Gardenia”

March 3, 1981 Rich, Green,Meltzer,
AG, and International

wire transfer to PG
of $9,452,307.00 by
Listo fran the “pot’:
“J~nda’and
“N~rseKing”

wire transfer to
Pescor of $3,000,1’OO.OO
by Listo: “Philip
of Macedon” and
“Ckinosh~aMaz,a”

wire transfer to AG
of $29,157,628.90 by
International: ‘Lw~aMar”,
‘t~vali,’ “World Scholar”
and “Ratna Jayshree”

CharterFalse Deductions

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG, and International

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG, and International

Rich, Green,
AG and International

22 wire transfer to AG
of $1,659,472.80 by
International: “Sant~Mr”

April 7, 1981 Rich, Green,
PG and Internaticnal

19

20

21

May 5, 1981

May 14, 1981

Sept~±er29, 1980
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APP~~TEDATE CF

C~J~T WIRE CQ44iNICATIQ4 WIRE CCMVNICATI~

Arco FalseDeduction

23 wire transfer to Rescor August 27, 1981 Rid,, ~
of $2,716,510.00 by PG aM International
Intexnati~1: ‘WInd
Escort’

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1343 and 2.)

COUNTSTWENTY-FOURTHROUGHTHIRTY-EIGHT

THE SCHEMETO DEFRAUD THE
DEPARTMENTOF ENERGY

The Grand Jury further charges:

24. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 23, and all of subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Twenty-three of this Indictment is rea.lleged and incorporated by

reference herein as if fully set forth.

25. From in or about January 1980, up to and including

the date of the fil2ng of this Indictment, in the Southern

District of New York and elsewhere, MARC RICH, PINCTJS GREEN,

CLYDE MELTZER, AG and IN’rERNATIONAL, the defendants, together

with others known and unknown to the Grand Jury (“co-schemers’),

unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly would and did devise and in-

tend to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud the United States

and an agency thereof, to wit, the Department of Energy, in

its lawful governmental function of administering and overseeing

the laws and regulations which provided for price controls and

markup requirements for the sale of crude oil produced in or im-

ported into the Unitid States, and to obtain money and property

by false and fraudulent pretenses, representations and promises.
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Methods and Means

26. It was part of the defendants’ scheme and artifice

to defraud the DOE that the huge profits of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL held on the books of Listo and WT14 were derived by

the defendants through a deliberate attempt to violate and

circumvent the price control and permissible average markup

regulations of the DOE, through the metiaods and means described

in Paragraphs 22 and 23, and the subparts thereof, above.

27. Among the additional methods and means employed by

the defendants MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, AG and

INTERNATIONAL and their co-schemers to carry out the scheme and

artifice to defraud the DOE were the following:

(a) The defendants an4 their co—schemers would

and did cause forms ERA-69 for the defendant INTERNATIONAL to be

prepared and filed yith the DOE for the months September 1980

through January l98~f, which forms ERA-69 falsely failed to

reflect the approximately $71 million of profits of the defendant

INTERNATIONAL kept in the WTMand Listo ‘pots.’ Instead, these

forms ERA—69 fraudulently stated that the defendant INTERNATIONAL

was losing money on its crude oil sales for these months and that

its average markup for crude oil sales was within its 20~ per

barrel permissible average markup.

(b) The defendants and their co-schemers would and did

cause to be prepared and mailed to the defendant INTERNATIONAL

the false and fraudulent invoices from WIN and from Listo described

in Paragraphs 22(d) and 22(1) above.
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28. For the purposes of executing the scheme and

artifice to defraud the DOEand attempting to do so, on or about

the dates set forth below, the defendants MARCRICH, PINCUS GREEN,

CLYDE MELTZER, AG and INTERNATIONAL unlawfully, wilfully and

knowingly, did place and cause to be placed in a post office and

authorized depository for mail matter and did cause to be

delivered by mail according to the directions thereon certain

mail matter to be sent and delivered by the

Service, all as more particularly~ set forth

38 hereinbelow:

MAE. C~H2NICATICN

for Septe~er1980
Sent by ~çress Mail
tOD~

ERA—69 for Novwter 1980
Sentby ~~ress Mail
toDc~

~A—69 for Dece~rber 1980
Sentby ~cpress Mail
toD~

ENA—69 for January1981
Sentby ~çress Mail
toXE

Invoice No. S9—041 mailed
to International by WIN
for 69,000 barrels at
$2,280,450.00

Invoi’~:e No. 510—068 nailed
to In~ernationa1by WIN for
83,7CC barrels at
$2,787,210.00

Invoice No. S10—069 mailed
to International by WIN for
71,300 barrels at
$2,374,290.00

APP~(D~TEDkTE CF

?~IL~JG

De~~r1, 1980

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG and International

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG aM International

Rich, Green,
AG and International

Rich, Green,
PG and International

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

United States Postal

in Counts 24 through

D~~~NT

Rich, Green,Maltzer,
AG and International

c~m

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
PG aM International

January30, 1981

Jar~iary27, 1981

March 31, 1981

~tther 7, 1980

Nove~er6, 1980

Novwber6, 1980
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~1JNT MAfl~Ca4UICA2’Ic~~
PPPW~ D~2’ECF
~ILDG

31 Invoice No. Sll—051 mailed
to Internationalby WIN for
150,000 barrels at
$4,995,000.00

De~r~r4, 1980 Rich, Green,
AG and International

InvoiceNo. 0989 mailed to
International by Listo
for 313,629 barrels at
$9,879,313.50:‘Sinclair
Texas’

InvoiceNo. 1126 mailed to
International by Listo for
261,486.49 barrels at
$10,036,575.96: ‘Sinclair
Texas’

Invoice No. 1138 mailed to
Internati~a1by Listo
for 405,544.61 barrels
at $15,714,853.64:
‘Prt~hoeBay”

Invoice No. 1139 trailed to
International by Listo for
458,532 barrels~t
$15,360,822.00: “Overseas
New York” P

Invoice No. 1140 trailed to
International by Listo
for 53,844.39 barrels at
$2,086,470.11: ‘Sinclair
Texas’

Invoice No. 1271 trailed to
International by Listo
for 292,809 barrels at
$10,043,348.70: ‘Arco
Heritage’

Invoice No. 1267 mailed to
International by Listo
for 332,390.25 barre1.s
at $11,068,595.33:
“Pirco Heritage

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG and International

Rich, Green,Meltzer,
PG aM International

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
AG and International

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG aM International

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PiG and International

Rich, Green,Maltzer,
PG aM International

(Title 18, United StatesCode, Sections1341 and 2.)

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

January7, 1981

Januaxy 21, 1981

Jarsiary26, 1981

January26, 1981

January26, 1981

February24, 1981

February24, 1981

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG aM International
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COUNT THIRTY-NINE

RACXETE!RING

The Grand Jury further charges:

29. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 28, and all subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Thirty-eight of this Indictment is realleged and incorporated by

reference and the subparts thereof as if fully set forth.

30. From on and about January 1, 1980, up to and

including the date of filing of this Indictment, in the Southern

District of New York and elsewhere, MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN,

CLYDE MELTZER, AG and INTERNATIONAL, the defendants, being

individuals and entities employed by and associated with an

enterprise, as defined in 18 U.S.C. 5 .1961(4), engaged in and the

activities of which affect interstate and foreign conmterce, to

wit, AG and its wholly—owned subsidiaries, the defendant

INTERNATIONAL, Rescr,r and Highams, together with others known

and unknown to the Grand Jury (“co—racketeers’), unlawfully,

wilfully and knowingly, did conduct and participate, directly and

indirectly, in the conduct of the affairs of the enterprise

through a pattern of racketeering activity, as defined in 18

U.S.C. S 1961(5), consisting of the acts of racketeering includ-

ing wire fraud, indictable under Title 18, United States Code,

Section 1343, as set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 23 and all

subparts thereof, of Counts One through Twenty-three of this
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Indictment, and mail, fraud, indictable under Title 18, United

States Code, Section 1341, as set forth in Paragraphs 24 through

28 of Counts Twenty-four through Thirty—eight, all in violation of

Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962(c).

31. The defendants MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE

MELTZER, AG, INTERNATIONAL together with their co-racketeers

conducted the enterprise through a pattern of racketeering activity

wherein the defendants and others concealed in excess of $100

million in taxable income of the defendant INTERNATIONAL by

diverting it, through a series of sham transactions, offshore to

the defendant AG. Most of this $100 million in taxable income

was illegally generated through the defendants’ violations of

federal energy laws and regulations. .The enterprise has been

used by the defendants to enable the defendant INTERNATIONAL to

evade in excess of $48 million in United States taxes for the

1980 and 1981 tax y’~ars.

The Pattern of Racketeering

32. It was a part of the pattern of racketeering

activity that from on or about January 1, 1980, up to and

including the date of the filing of this Indictment, MARC RICH,

PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, AG, and INTERNATIONAL, the defen-

dants, together and with their co—racketeers, unlawfully,

wilfully and knowingly, would and did devise and intend to devise

schemes and artifices to defraud the United States, and agencies

thereof, and to obtain money and property by means of false and

fraudulent pretenses, representations and promises, to wit:
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(i) the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS’) in its

lawful governmental function of administering and overseeing the

collection of taxes in the United States; and

(ii) the Department of Energy (‘DOE’) in its lawful

governmental function of administering and overseeing the laws and

regulations which provided for price controls and limited markups

on the sale of crude oil produced in or imported into the United

States.

33. It was part of the pattern of racketeering

activity that MARCRICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, AG and

INTERNATIONAL, the defendants, together and with their

co—racketeers, unlawfully, wilfully, and knowingly:

(i) in executing the scheme to defraud the

Internal Revenue Service, and attempting to do so, would and did

commit the 24 acts of racketeering set forth below, and also

set forth in detail’in Paragraphs 1 through 23 of Counts One

through Twenty-three~ and

(ii) in executing the scheme to defraud the

Department of Energy, and attempting to do, would and did commit

the 15 acts of racketeering set forth below, and also set forth

in detail in Paragraphs 24 through 28 of Counts Twenty-four

through Thirty—eight

— 28 —



MJA: nt j
MC—0013/LB

I. THE SCHEMETO DEFRAUDTHE IRS

APP~TE DATE VI~ATIcN

(1) wire transfer to AG
of $12,507,818.40
(incltx~ing$1,786,831.00
fran the ‘pot”) by
W1~4: “Arctic Star’

Wfl4 ‘Pot”

~tther 21, 1980 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(2) wire transfer
to AG of $4,050,000.00
by WIM fran the ‘pot’:
‘Norse ~

~tcber 23, 1980 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(3) wire transfer to AG
of $5,384,217.00 by
Wfl4 fran the ‘pot”:
‘Olyir~ic Bond’

January5, 1981 18 USC SS
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

(4) wire transfer to AG
of $5,000,000.00
by WIM fran the ‘pot”:
“Nia P~coPiagglo” and
‘acinoshirnaMaru”

January30, 1981 18 USC SS
.1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(5) wire transfer to
PG of $1,199,974.00
by WTh1 fran the “pot”:
“c~inosh.isnaMaru”

(6) wire transfer to PG
of $5,141,709.00 by
W1~4fran the “pot”:
“Parc Maersk’

February23, 1981 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(7) wire transfer to
Higharns of $1,215,000.00
by WIM frau the “pot”:
“Philip of Macedon”

May 4, 1981 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

(8) telefa,xes of handwritten
notes re WIM pot fran
International to WIM

February 1, 1981 18 USC SS
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(9) telefax of ty~ritten
stzrrnary re WIM pot
fran STrM to International

February9, 1981 18 USC SS
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

P
February 9, 1981 18 USC SS Rich, Green,

1343 aM 2 PG and International
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AC~ APP~TE DATE VIcZATIQ~ D~~DAN~S

(10) telefax of typewritten February10, 1981
s’.znnaxy re WIM pot
fran International to WXM

18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

Listo “Pot”

(ii.) wire transfer to AG
of $32,950,790.78
(incl~ing $4,131,620.24
frau the ‘pot’) by
Listo: “)~~tessa’

~~er 5, 1980 18 55
1343 eM 2

Rich, Green,~1tzer,
AG and International

(12) wire transfer to PG
of $4,259,844.00 by
Listo fran the ‘pot”:
‘Universe ~p1orer’

De~r~er15, 1980 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,Meltzer,
AG and International

(13) wire transfer to PG
of $18,605,470.63
(inc1~ing$2,241,743.45
fran the “pot’) by
Listo: “Alziair II”

Dec~rber23, 1980 18 USC $5
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG and International

(14) wire transfer to AG
of $19,946,909.84
(including $2,266,694.30
fran the “pot’) by
Listo: “L~nyra’

31, 1980 18 USC $5
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, ?~1tzer,
PG aM Interr.ational

(15) wire transfer to PG
of $5,291,409.82 by
Listo fran the ‘pot”:
“Arctic Star’

January27, 1981 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, Velt2er,
PG aM International

(16) wire transfer to PG
of $3,349,660.34 by
Listo fran the “pot”:
“lonian Camander’

January 30, 1981 18 USC S5
1343 and 2

Rich, Green, t’~ltzer,
AG and International

(17) wire transfer to PG
of $1,873,584.45 by
Listo fran the “pot”:
‘Jeci”

February 2, 1981 18 USC 5$
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG and International

(18) wire transfer to AG
of $6,396,201.22 by
Listo fran the “pot”:
“Xeiyoh Maru”

February 11, 1981 18 USC S5
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, ~1tzer,
AG and International
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(19) wire transfer to AG
of $5,315,478.50 by
Listo fran the ‘pot’:
‘~thiteGardenia”

March 3, 1981 18 USC SS
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
AG and Intemnatia~1

(20) .wire transfer to AG
of $9,452,307.00 by
Listo fran the ‘pot’:
‘Jm~uMa” and “Norse King’

May 5, 1981 18 USC 55
1343 eM 2

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG aM International

(21) wire transfer to
1~sc~rof $3,000,000.00
by Listo fran the
“pot’: “Philip of Macedon’
and ‘ckiK,sKilra ?t3ru’

May 14, 1981 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
PG aM International

O~arterFalseD~uctions

(22) wire transfer to AG
of $29,157,628.90 by
International: “L~r~aMar”,
“Devali,” “World Sclrla.r”
and “Ratna Jayshree”

Septerter29, 1980 18 USC 55
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

(23) wire transfer to AG
of $1,659,472.80 by
International: ‘Saritar~ur”

April 7, 1981 18 USC 5$
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

Ar~FalseD~uction

(24) wire transfer to
Pescorof $2,716,510.00
by International:
“Wind Escx,rt”

August 27, 1981 18 USC $5
1343 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and International

II. 7~SQ~1ETO D~RAUD~ Dcl

(25) ~A—69 for Septe~er
1980 Sentby ~press
Mail to D~

Decwter 1, 1980 18 USC SS
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Maltzer,
AG and International

(26) E~A—69f~r Novether
1980 Sentby Express
Mail to Dcl

January30, 1981 18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG and International

(27) E~A—69for Decetter
1980 Sentby Express
Mail to Dcl

January27, 1981 18 USC 55
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green,~ltzer,
PG aM International
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(28) ~A—69 for January
1981 Sentby ~çress
hail to XE

March 31, 1981 18 USC 5$
1341 and 2

Pith, Green,Maltzer,
AG and International

(29) Invoice No. 59—041
mailed to International
by Wfl’t for 69,000 barells
at $2,280,450.00

~~tober 7, 1980 18 USC SS
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

(30) Invoice No. S10—068
mailed to International
by WIM for 83,700 barrels
at $2,787,210.00

Novar1~e.r6, 1980 18 USC 55
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green,
PG aM International

(31) Invoice No. S10—069
mailed to International
by WIM for 71,300 barrels
at $2,374,290.00

Novei*~er 6, 1980 18 USC 55
1341 aM 2

Rich, Gr~,
AG and International

(32) Invoice No. 511—051
mailed to International
by WIT4 for 150,000
barrels at $4,995,000.00

Decer~er 4, 1980 18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green,
AG and Inter ational

(33) Invoice No. 0989 mailed January 7, 1981
to International by Listo
for 313,629 barrels at
$9,879,313.50:“Sthc1a~r
Texas”

18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltrer,
PG aM International

(34) Invoice No. 1126 mailed January 21, 1981
to International by Listo
for 261,486.49 barrels
at $10,036,575.96:
‘Sinclair Texas”

18 USC 5$
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltrer,
AG and International

(35) Invoice No. 1138 ne.iled January 26, 1981
to International by Listo
for 405,544.61 barrels
at $15,714,853.64:
‘Prudboe Bay”

18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltzer,
AG and International

(36) Invoice No. 1139 mailed January 26, 1981
to International by Listo
for 458,532 barrels at
$15,360,822.00:
“Overseas New York”

18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green, Meltzez,
PG aM International
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18 USC SS
1341 aM 2

18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

18 USC $5
1341 aM 2

Rich, Green,Meltzer,
AG and International

Rich, Green,Meltzer,
PG aM International

(37) Invoice No. 1140 mailed January26, 1981
to International by Listo
for 53,844.39 barrels at
$2,086,470.11:
‘Sinclair Texas’

(38) Invoice No. 1271 mailed February24, 1981
to International by Listo
for 292,809 barrels at
$10,043,348.70: “Ar~
Heritage”

(39) Invoice No. 1267 mailed February24, 1981 Rich, Green, Meltzer,
to International by Listo AG and International
for 332,390.25 barrels
at $11,068,595.33:
‘Ar~~Heritage”

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1962(c) and 2.)

COUNTFORTY

THE RACXETEERINGCONSPIRACY

The Grand Jury further charges:

34. Each’and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 33, and a].1 subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Thirty-nine of this Indictment is realleged and incorporated by

reference herein as if fully sat forth.

35. From on or about January 1, 1980, up to and

including the date of the filing of this Indictment, in the

Southern District of New York and elsewhere, MARC RICH, PINCUS

GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, AG, and INTERNATIONAL, the defendants,

being individuals and entities eriployed by and associated with an

enterprise engaged in, and the activities of which affect,

interstate and foreign con~erce, to wit, AG and its wholly-owned

subsidiaries, the defendant INTERNATIONAL, Rescor and Highams,
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together with their co—racketeers, unlawfully, wilfully and

knowingly, did combine, conspire, confederate and agree together

and with each other to couunit an offense against the United

States, to wit, a violation of Title 18, United States Code,

Section 1962, that is, to conduct and participate, directly and

indirectly, in the conduct of such enterprise’s affairs through a

pattern of racketeering activity as defined in Title 18, United

States Coda, Section 1961(5).

36. The objects of the racketeering conspiracy were

that the defendants MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, AG

and INTERNATIONAL, together and with their co—racketeers, would

and did commit and agree to commit the acts of racketeering,

including wire fraud, indictable under Title 18, United States

Code, Section 1343, as charged in Paragraphs 1 and 23 of Counts

One through Twenty-three, and in Count Thirty-nine, and mail

fraud, indictable under Title 18, United States Code, Section

1341, as charged in Paragraphs 24 through 28 of Counts Twenty-

four through Thirty—eight, and in Count Thirty-nine, all in

violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962(c).

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962(d).)
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FORFEITURES

37. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 36 of Counts One through Forty of this Indictment is

hereby realleged and incorporated by reference herein as if fully

set forth for the purpose of alleging forfeitures pursuant to the

provisions of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1963 (a) (1)

and 1963(a) (2).

38. The defendants MARCRICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE

MELTZER, AG, and INTERNATIONAL, now known as ‘Clarendon Ltd.’,

have acquired and maintained interests from violations of Title

18, United States Code, Section 1962, and have interests itt,

securities of, claims against and property and contractual rights

affording each defendant a source of influence over the

enterprise, which enterprise each defendant established,

operated, controlled, conducted and participated, directly and

indirectly, in the conduct of through a pattern of racketeering,

and conspired to do so, in violation of Title 18, United States

Code, Section 1962(c) and (d), thereby making all such interests,

securities of, claims against, property and contractual rights,

wherever located, in whatever names held, subject to forfeiture

to the United States as of the date they were acquired,

maintained and utilized.
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39. The interests of the defendants MARC RICH, PINCt7S

GREENand CLYDE MELTZER, subject to forfeiture to the United

States, include any interests and proceeds therefrom each

defendant has acquired and maintained from violations of Title

18, United States Code, Section 1962, including but not limited

to:

(a) dividends, salaries, bonuses, and

pension benefits paid by any of the

corporate entities comprising or

associated with the enterprise; and

(b) any interests purchased or obtained

with the monies set forth in

subparagraph (a) above including, but

not limited to personalty, real estate,

and investments, wherever located and

in whatever names;

and any interests in, securities of, claims against, property,

contractual rights and rights of any kind affording a source of

influence over the enterprise, including but not limited to all

stock, securities, notes, rights, warrants, and options, wherever

located and in whatever names, and all offices and titles, in any

of the corporate entities comprising or associated with the

enterprise.
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40. The interests of the defendant AG subject to

forfeiture to the United States include any interests and proceeds

therefrom that the defendant AG has acquired and maintained from

violations of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962,

including but not limited to:

(a) all monies received and specified in

this Indictment, including monies paid to

Rescor, Inc. and Highame Consultants,

AG’s wholly—owned subsidiaries, and

(b) all assets, interests and invest—

ments, including loans and receivables,

wherever located and in whatever names,

purchased or obtained w.ith the monies set

forth in subparagraph (a) above and

prof,its derived therefrom, including in

excess of $37 million owed to the

defendant AG by Guam Oil and Refining

Company and the interests of Richco

Holdings, LV. in TCF Holdings, Inc.;

and any interests in, securities of, claims against, property,

contractual rights and rights of any kind affording a source of

influence over the enterprise, including but not limited to:
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(a) all stock, securities, notes, rights,

warrants and options, wherever located

and in whatever names, in the defendant

INTERNATIONAL, Rescor, Inc. and Highams

Consultants and any and all of their

subsidiaries, including but not limited

to Century Chartering Co., Inc.;

(b) all assets, wherever located and in

whatever name, of the entities set forth

in subparagraph (a) above, including

but not limited to:

1. bank accounts

2. accounts rece~ivab1es

3. securities, stock, notes,

rights, warrants and options

‘4. contracts

5. leaseholds, including the

leasehold at 650 Fifth Avenue,

New York, New York

6. inventory

7. office equipment, furnishings

and fixtures
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8. interests in realty and

minerals, including oil and gas

properties described in a

Mortgage, Security Agreement,

Financing Statement and Assign-

ment dated August 4, 1983, by

Clarendon Ltd. and Century

Chartering Co., Inc. to and in

favor of the United States of

America.

9. Proceeds of any purported sale

of any interest in the defen-

dant INTERNAT.IONAL, including

proceeds of a purported sale of

the defendant INTERNATIONAL to

A1exande~ Hackel and others on

June 30, 1983.

41. The interests of the defendant INTERNATIONAL

subject to forfeiture to the United States include any interests

and proceeds therefrom that the defendant INTERNATIONAL has

acquired and maintained from violations of Title 18, United

States Code, Section 1962, including but not limited to

(a) all monies received and specified

in this Indictment; and
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(b) all assets, interests and invest-

ments, including loans and

receivables, wherever located and in

whatever names, purchased or

obtained with the monies set forth

in subparagraph (a) above and

profits derived therefrom or

purchased or obtained with monies

that were due and owing to the

United States of America as a

consequence of the violations of law

set forth in this Indictment;

and any interests in, securities of, claims against, property,

contractual rights and rights of any kind affording a source of

influence over the enterprise, including but not limited to, all

stock, securities, r~otes, rights, warrants and options, wherever

located, in whatever names, in all subsidiaries, including but

not limited to Century Chartering Co., Inc.

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 1963.)

THE INCOME TAX EVASION COUNTS

COUNTFORTY-ONE

Tax Evagiott for 1980

The Grand Jury further charges:

42. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 41, and all subparts thereof, of Counts One throu~h
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Forty of this Indictment is realleged and incorporated by

reference herein as if fully set forth.

43. On or about September 17, 1981, in the Southern

District of New York, MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, and

INTERNATIONAL, the defendants, together with AG, not named as a

defendant in this count, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly did

attempt to evade and defeat a large part of the income tax due

and owing by the defendant INTERNATIONAL to the United States of

America for the calendar year 1980, by preparing and causing to

be prepared and by filing and causing to be filed a false and

fraudulent income tax return for the defendant INTERNATIONAL,

which return stated that the taxable income for said calendar

year was $1,091,431.00 and that the amount of income tax due and

owing thereon was $413,374.00, whereas, as the defendants then

and there well knew, the true taxable income of, and the true

income tax due and owing by the defendant INTERNATIONAL to the

United States for said calendar year were substantially in excess

of the amounts reported on said return, to wit, the defendant

INTERNATIONAL’s true taxable income for said calendar year was at

least $53,650,947.07, upon which there was due and owing to the

United States an income tax of approximately $24,590,751.65.

(Title 26, United States Code, Sections 7201 and 2.)
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COUNT FORTY-TWO

Tax Evasion for 1981

The Grand Jury further charges:

44. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 43, and all subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Forty—one of this Indictment is realleged and incorporated by

reference herein as if fully set forth.

45. On or about September 22, 1982, in the Southern

District of New York, MARC RICH, PINCUS GREEN, CLYDE MELTZER, and

INTERNATIONAL, the defendants, together with AG, not named as a

defendant in this count, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly did

attempt to evade and defeat a large part of the income tax due

and owing by the defendant INTERNATIONAL to the United States of

America for the calendar year 1981, by preparing end causing to

be prepared and by .filing and causing to be filed a false and

fraudulent income t~x return for the defendant INTERNATIONAL,

which return stated that the taxable income for said calendar

year was $2,424,172.00 and that the amount of income tax due and

owing thereon was $235,525.00, whereas, as the defendants then

and there well knew, the true taxable income, and the true income

tax due and owing, by the defendant INTERNATIONAL to the United

States for said calendar year were substantially in excessof the

amounts reported on said return, to wit, the defendant

INTERNATIONAL’s true taxable income for said calendar year was at

least $55,043,714.33, upon which there was due and owing to the

United States an income tax of approximately $24,440,514.59.

(Title 26, United States Code, Section 7201 and 2.)
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COUNTSFORTY-ThREE THROUGHFIFTY-SEVEN

THE SCHEMETO DEFRAUDTHE DEPARTMENT
OF TREASURYRE: IRANIAN DEALS

The Grand Jury further charges:

46. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 45, and all subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Forty-two of this Indictment is realleged and incorporated by re-

ference herein as if fully set forth.

47. From in or about January 1980, up to and including

the date of the filing of this Indictment, in the Southern

District of New York and elsewhere, MARCRICH and PINCUS GREEN,

the defendants, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly would and did

devise and intend to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud the

United States and agencies thereof, to wit, the Department of

Treasury and its Office of Foreign Assets Control, in their lawful

governmental functi~n of administering and overseeing the laws arid

regulations which prohibited commercial transactions and credit

transactions involving Iran during the American hostage crisis,

and to obtain money and property by false and fraudulent

pretenses, representations and promises.

Statutory Background

48. On November 4, 1979, Iranian nationals invaded

the U.S. Embassy in Teheran, Iran. Thereafter, 53 American citi-

zens were held hostage for over 14 months until their release ott

January 19, 1981.
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49. In response to the seizure of American hostages:

(a) On November 14, 1979, President Carter, under

the International Economic Emergency Powers Act of 1977,’jssued

Executive Order $ 12170 to block and freeze all property and

interests in property of the Government of Iran and any of its

instrumentalities and controlled entities, including the National

Iranian Oil Company (UNIOCU), which were or became subject to the

jurisdiction of the United States or which were or came within

the possession or control of persons subject to the United

States.

(b) On November 15, 1979, the Department of

Treasury through its Office of Foreign Assets Control issued

regulations to implement President Carter’s Executive Order

* 12170. The effect of the regulations was that various

transactions with Iran and its controlled entities were

prohibited in the a~sence of a license from the Department of

Treasury.

(c) On April 7, 1980, President Carter issued

Executive Order * 12205 under the International Emergency

Economic Powers Act which imposed a trade embargo on Iran. On

April 9, 1980, the Department of Treasury through its Office of

Foreign Assets Control issued regulations to implement President

Carter’s Executive Order $ 12205.

(d) On April 17, 1980, President Carter issued

Executive Order * 12211 to expand the provisions of Executive
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Orders $ 12170 and $ 12205 by prohibiting the payment or transfer

of any funds from the United States to any Iranian person as well

as the Government of Iran or any of its controlled entities, such

as NbC, as had been previously prohibited without license by

Executive Order $ 12170. On April 21, 1980, the Department of

Treasury through its Office of Foreign Assets Control issued

regulations which implemented President Carter’s Executive Order

$ 12211.

(e) The various regulations required every individual

and entity engaging in any transaction subject to the prohibitions

to keep records to be available for examination by the Office of

Foreign Assets Control.

50. During the hostage crisis arid while the foregoing

regulations were in effect:

(a) • AG entered into contracts with the National

Iranian Oil Company’(”NIOC”) to purchase Iranian crude and fuel

oil, including contract $ 244 on April 30, 1980, for the purchase

of crude and fuel oil from May 1, 1980, through September 30,

1980. The terms of the contracts gave AG sixty days after the

date of delivery to make payment to NIOC in American dollars

through letters of credit posted by AG in favor of NbC.
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(b) Beginning on or about May 1, 1980, prior to

the delivery of this Iranian crude oil and fuel oil under the

contracts AG had with NbC, the defendants MARCRICH and PINCtJS

GREEN -— both United States citizens -- negotiated from the

offices of International in New York, New York, with the

principal of Transworld Oil, Bermuda, the sale of approximately

6,250,000 barrels of Iranian crude oil and fuel oil for

approximately $202,806,291.00. The defendants MARC RICH and

PINCUS GREENwould and did cause payment to be ultimately

effected to NIOC with American dollars by using commercial credit

arrangements involving United States banks and United States

branch offices of foreign banks located in New York, New York,

all in violation of the various Executive Orders of President

Carter and the underlying regulations. These payment arrange-

ments for the Iranian oil, which were effected through banks

located in New York: New York, were consummated by “back to back”

letters of credit wherein Transworld Oil would make payment to AG

in United States dollars, normally within thirty days of delivery,

and AG would then in turn make payment to NIOC in United States

dollars within sixty days of delivery.

(c) To further the scheme, the defendants MARC

RICH and PINCUS GREEN did not disclose to these banks in the

United States —— which were also prohibited from knowingly

transferring any funds to Iran —— that the ultimate beneficiary

of the United States dollars was NIOC.
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(d) To further the scheme, in or about July 1980,

the defendants MARCRICH and PINCUS GREEN devised a secret code

for interoffice cable cOmmunications when referring to the

illegal Iranian transactions, in order to disguise the participa-

tion of NIOC. Telexes containing this secret code were maintained

in the New York records of International which, pursuant to the

regulations, were subject to examination by the Department of

Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets Control.

51. For the purpose of executing the scheme and

artifice to defraud and attempting to do so, the defendants MARC

RICH and PINCUS GREEN unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly, did

transmit and cause to be transmitted by means of wire, radio and

television communication, in interstate and foreign commerce,

certain telexes and wire and cable tranfers of monies, all as

more particularly a~s set forth in Counts 43 through 57 herein

below:

APP~X~D~It

______ WIPE CQ’MJNICATION ~ WIRE C~?4~NIC~IIQ4

43 wire transfer of $8,239,385.90 July 7, 1980 Pith and Gr~
from New York to Zurith,
Switzerland

44 wire transfer of $56,187,197.00 July 7, 1980 Pith and Green
from New York to Zurith,
Switzerland

45 wire transfer of $56,356,234.00 July 14, 1980 Rith and Green
from New York to Paris, France

46 wire transfer of $8,408,685.00 July 17, 1980 Pith and Green
from New York to Paris, France

47 wire transfer of $7,745,130.00 July 31, 1980 Pith and Green
from New York to Paris, France

48 wire transfer of $4,671,022.50 Septeri~er 2, 1980 Pith and Green
from New York to Paris, Fraz~
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ccwr WIRE C~4U~ICATIQ~
APP~CD~DM~
cf WIRE C~&~UICATI~

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

Septatt*r 11, 1980

Septwter 30, 1980

May 1, 1980

May 7, 1980

May 7, 1980

May 7, 1980

May 8, 1980

May 12, 1980

August 14, 1980

Pith and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

Rich and Green

TRADING WITH IRAN COUNTS

COUNTSFIFTY-EIGHT THROUGHSIXTY-FIVE

52. Each and every allegation contained in Paragraphs

1 through 51, and al]. subparts thereof, of Counts One through

Fifty-seven of this Indictment is realleged and inrc~rporated by

reference as if fully set forth herein.

wire transfer of $4,844,487.50
frau NewYork to Paris, Frax~

wire transfer of $56,463,649.00
frau NewYork to Paris, France

Telex $N~C143 from Pincus Green
in New York to PG (La~3a~)
and PG (Zug)

Telex $NZC 171 fran Marc Rich
in NewYork to PG (La~a~)
and PG (Zug)

Telex INYC 138 fran Pincus Green
in New York to PG (La~)

Telex * NYC 139 fran Pinc,is Green
in New York to PG (La~km) and
AG (Zug)

Telex *NYC 174 from Marc Rich
in New York to PG (La~don)

Telex $NYC 042 fran Marc Pith
in New York to ~G (Lu~on)
arxiAG (Zug)

Telex *NYC 146 fran Piricus Green

in New York to PG (La~cr~)

(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1343 and 2.)
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53. During a period from in or about April 1980,

and including January 19, 1981, in the Southern District of

York and elsewhere, at the time when United States citizens

being held hostage in Iran, MARCRICH and PINCUS GREEN, the

defendants, who were United States citizens subject to the

jurisdiction of the United States, unlawfully, wilfully and

knowingly, in transactions involving Iran, an Iranian govern-

mental entity, and an enterprise controlled by Iran and an Iranian

governmental entity, did make and cause to be made payments,

transfers of credit, and other transfers of funds and other

property and interests to persons in Iran, to wit, the defendants

MARC RICH and PINCUS GREEN caused United States dollars from

banks located in the United States to ~betransferred to the

National Iranian Oil Company (NNIOC*) to pay for crude oil and

fuel oil which AG h~ad purchased directly from NIOC and which the

defendants MARCRIC)~ and PINCUS GREENhad pre—sold from the

offices of International in the United States to third-party

companies as more specifically set forth below:

~.zantity of Iranian
Cn~eOil or
Fuel Oil Purchased
and Sold _____ _______ ___

53,129 n~tric
tons of fuel oil

up to

New

were

Co~~t

58

Third Party
Purchaser

Trans~rld
Oil

Date of
Description of Pay!Terit

to NI~X to NICC

US $8,233,544.40 July 7, 1980
by Letter of Credit
issued in favor of
NIOC by Union Bank of
Switzerland (UBS),
Switzerland, ~vered
through a bank in
New York, New York
to Bank Markazi,
Iran acct. at UBS,
Switzerland
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Q.iantity of Iranian
Cr~xSe Oil or
~l Oil Purchased

___ and Sold

59 1,531,658 barrels of
cnde oil end 5990
n~tric tons of
fuel oil

Description of
Payt~ent to NIOC _______

US $56,186,536.00 July 7, 1980
by Letter of Credit
issued in favor of
NICX by UBS,
Switzerland, ~vered
through a bank in New
York, New York to
Zurich, Switzerland
to Bank Maxkazi,
Iran Aoct. at
Midland Bank,
London, ~gland

60 1,568,430 barrels of
cnx~eoil and 3158
rtetric tons of
fuel oil

Trans~br1d
Oil

U.S. $56,356,234.00
by Letter of Credit
issued by Barçue de
Paris et desPays—Bas,
Paris, a~vered through
a bank in NewYork,
New York to Banque de
Paris et des Pays-Bas,
Paris, France to Bank
Markazi, Iran aoco~tt
at Midland Bank,
London, ~g1and

July 14, 1980

61 370,418 barrels
of fuel oil

Trarisworld
Oil

US S8,334.40500
by Letter of Credit
issued in favor of
NICC by UBS,
Switzerland, ocvered
through a bank in
New York, New York,
to Societe Ger~ra1e,
Paris, France, to
UBS, Zug, Switzerland
to Bank Markazi, Iran
aoca~t at Midland
Bank, I~on, ~a1and

July 17, 1980

Third Party
Purchaser

Trans~r1d
Oil

Date of
Paynent
toNIOC
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t~C—0013/lB

O.iantity of Iranian
Cr~eOil or
Fuel Oil Purchased
and Sold

Third Party
Purchaser

Description of
Payrrent to NIOC

US $56,463,649.20
by Letter of
Credit issued
in favor of NIOC
by Societe General,
Fr~e, ~vered
thrc*4~a bank in
New York, NewYork,
to Bank Markazi, Iran
~cct. at Banque Nationale
de Paris, Paris, France

(31 CFR if 535.206(a) (4), 535.208,
United States Code, Section 1705;
States Code, Section 2.)

GRAND JURY FOREPERSON

535.701; Title 50,
and Title 18, United

~
RUDOLPH W. GIULIANI
United States Attorney

Co~mt

65 1,607,887 barrels
of cnx~e oil

Trar%s~rld
Oil

Date of
Payrrent
to NIOC

Septarber 30, 1980
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